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Abstract 
This study describes the development and preliminary validation of the Consciousness Quotient Inventory (CQ-i), a new 
psychological assessment tool that evaluates the level of consciousness and introduces the conscious experience as an explicit 
research variable in psychological assessment. CQ-i beta v.2013 was developed through 14 studies on a population of 6,800 
individuals, between 2005 and 2013. The CQ consists of 6 dimensions: physical, emotional, cognitive, spiritual, social-relational 
and self-consciousness. Preliminary validation data indicates that the CQ is a new composite measure of the human psyche and it
can be evaluated using an adequate psychological assessment methodology. 
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1. Introduction. Psychological assessment of the conscious experience 
The scientific evaluation of consciousness has been a topic of debate over the last century in different scientific 
communities in different academic fields: for example, psychology and cognitive science, philosophy, neuroscience, 
psychiatry and, lately, quantum physics. As consciousness is a subjective experience, the first- and second-person 
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approaches seem to provide valuable information but, unfortunately, the first-person methods offer no scientific 
results, unless statistical analyses are provided (Varela & Shear, 1999; Dennett, 2001). 
The research problems come from the methodological inability to isolate consciousness as an individual 
phenomenon. Consciousness seems to be different from all other scientific concepts and it has been extraordinarily 
difficult to treat it as a variable (Baars, 1997). In psychology, measuring the conscious experience with assessment 
instruments and statistical methods has only rarely been a topic of research, perhaps because psychologists find it 
difficult to create a method that would reach a satisfactory level of significance as to its results (Natsoulas, 1990).  
In order to use the data from self-reports in the psychological assessment of consciousness, the terminology must 
be explored. We need an operational definition of the conscious experience. However, first of all a distinction 
between awareness and consciousness is necessary. According to Brown and Ryan (2003), consciousness 
encompasses both awareness and attention: “Awareness is the background radar of consciousness, continually 
monitoring  the  inner  and  outer  environment.  One  may  be  aware  of  stimuli  without  them  being  at  the  centre  of  
attention. Attention is a process of focusing conscious awareness, providing heightened sensitivity to a limited range 
of experience. In actuality, awareness and attention are intertwined, such that attention continually pulls figures out 
of the ground of awareness, holding them focally for varying lengths of time” (Brown & Ryan, 2003, p. 822).  
Other important terminological issues come from the distinction between matched consciousness and 
unconscious phenomena. Some of the widely studied conscious vs. unconscious polarities include: explicit vs. 
implicit cognition; immediate vs. long-term memory; attended vs. unattended information; focal vs. fringe contents; 
declarative memory (facts) vs. procedural memory (skills); effortful vs. automatic tasks; remembering (recall) vs. 
knowing (recognition); strategic vs. automatic control; wakefulness and dreams (cortical arousal) vs. deep sleep, 
coma, sedation (cortical slow waves); episodic memory (autobiographical) vs. semantic memory (conceptual 
knowledge), available vs. unavailable memories (Baars, 1997), rational vs. irrational (Vasile, 2012). 
There is an increased tendency to use philosophy and neuroscience to explain consciousness and leave deep 
psychology aside. In The view from within. The first person approaches to the study of consciousness (Varela and 
Shear, 1999), Bernard Baars felt the need to emphasize this point, writing a chapter called ‘There is already a field 
of systematic phenomenology, and it’s called “Psychology.”’ He writes: “the things we humans can report 
accurately are the same things we experience as conscious! Reportability is the generally accepted index of 
consciousness. In point of fact, therefore, psychologists are always asking people about their conscious experiences” 
(Baars, 1999). In recent years, first- and second-person procedures are becoming more accepted as valid research 
methodology for exploring the conscious experience (Petitmengin, 2009).  
2. Development of the Consciousness Quotient (CQ) construct and the Consciousness Quotient Inventory 
(CQ-i). Index of the exploratory studies and main results. 
The CQ-i was developed through 14 studies of a population of 6,800 individuals. The CQ-i beta version was first 
released in 2008, and presented the following year at the ‘Toward a Science of Consciousness’ conference. Since 
then, it has been updated many times in order to become a very reliable and valid assessment instrument that 
measures consciousness as a psychological variable.  
Ovidiu Brazdau defined the CQ as “the level of consciousness (or the level of being conscious) that is 
experienced in the morning, one hour after waking up and after having a refreshing sleep, without being exposed to 
any significant stimulus (coffee, TV, radio, music, talking, psychological stress). In other words, the consciousness 
quotient is the general level of being conscious/aware throughout a day, in regular life conditions” (Brazdau, 2009). 
This level of being conscious can change during life through the process of personal development.  
CQ-i Beta v.2013, released in January 2013, is composed of six dimensions which together constitute the CQ 
factor model: physical, emotional, cognitive, spiritual, social-relational and self-consciousness. These six 
dimensions are the main six factors of the CQ-i. The 51 items of CQ-i Beta v. 2013 explore these dimensions using 
a Likert scale with six levels.  
During the development process of the CQ-i, some other psychological instruments were analysed: Self-
602   Ovidiu Brazdau and Cristian-Dan Opariuc /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  127 ( 2014 )  600 – 605 
Consciousness Scale - SCS (Fenigstein, 1975), Mindfulness Attention and Awareness Scale-MAAS (Brown & 
Ryan, 2003), Freiburg Mindfulness Inventory (Bucheld et al., 2001), Psychological Well-Being Scales (Ryff & 
Keyes, 1995). Some scales from transpersonal psychology were analysed (Macdonald & Friedman, 2003) as well as 
some recent developments such as the “Descriptive Experience Sampling” (DES) method by Russ Hurlburt and 
colleagues, and the “Explicitation Interview” (EI) by Pierre Vermersch and colleagues (Froese et al., 2011). 
The first version of CQ-i (2008) had 6 items, and a  five-level Likert scale using agreement-disagreement. After 
consultations with various experts and several studies on a large population (studies #3, #4, #5) we decided to 
change the Likert scale from 5 levels to 6 levels. After this modification, reliability of the CQ-i improved 
significantly. The studies #0 to #9 are presented in Table 1 and Table 2.  
In 2012 we further explored the CQ factor model (Table 3). We eliminated some items (which showed low 
reliability after we changed the Likert scale), and we introduced new items. After an extensive library research, we 
created a list of 24 criteria for designing the items. As a result, all the items were checked for their compliance with 
this criteria. In study #10 we used the Willis’ Cognitive Interviewing to improve the items. We re-checked and 
changed all the items, so that the traits we explore in each item would refer to behaviours instead of attitudes. 
Another important decision that improved the validity was to change the Likert scale type from agreement-
disagreement to a six-level frequencies scale. 
Table 1. CQ-i Beta Version. Pre-testing (2003-2010) 
Study No. When Population, Scientific Activities Results, Decisions 
# 0 2003-2007 
Literature research, Item pool, 
Evaluating other scales 
Selecting 64 items 
# 1 2007 N=150, paper-pencil 
2 Items eliminated; 15 Items reformulated 
CQ-i beta version 62 items 
# 2 2008
N=2474
50% paper-pencil, 50% online 
Publication of Ovidiu Brazdau’s Ph.D. thesis, socio-demographics 
correlations, Body Types correlations; Online CQ-i Beta available 
(until 2012) 
# 3 2009-2010 
Consultation with experts 
Feedback from peer reviewers of 
scientific journals 
Feedback from experts: Harris Friedman, Bernard Baars, Jonathan 
Shear, John Rowan. Feedback from scientific journals: 
Consciousness and Cognition, Nature. IJTS.
TSC 2009 Presentation, Hong Kong. Discussions. 
Table 2. Exploratory Studies. Likert Scale Revision (2009-2011) 
Study No. When Population, Scientific Activities Results, Decisions 
# 4 2009-2011 
Online, N= 5464, Likert 5 
Online, N=112, Likert 6 
(Romanian 5.012, English 1.168) 
# 5 
N=65, paper-pencil 
Likert 5 vs. Likert 6 
Changed Likert Scale from 5 to 6 (kept agree-disagree types) 
# 6 2011, May N=70, paper-pencil; Military population
# 7 2011
N=30, paper-pencil; Participants to 
personal development workshops 
# 8 2011
N=120, GAMA  
Published article: 
Brazdau, O. & Mihai, C. (2011). The Consciousness Quotient: a new 
predictor of student’s academic performance. Elsevier Procedia 
Social and Behavioral Sciences, 11, 245-250. 
# 9 2011 N=145, paper-pencil Presentation TSC 2011, Stockholm, Discussions. 
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MSCEIT, EQ-i, CPI, NEO PI-R 
Table 3. CQ-i Revisions – Conscious Behaviours & Conscious Life Situations (2012). Updating items. 




Extensive library research; 
five researchers in the research team: 
Petru Constantinescu, Ramona Sbircea, Iuliana 
Constantinescu, Andreea Butucescu and Sofia 
Dumitriu. 
Re-checked all the items using 24 criteria. 
Each conscious behaviour searched for in the scientific 
literature. 
Compliance with APA, ITS and ETS Standards. 
Evaluation for introducing validity scales: Lie Scale, 
Acquiescence Scale, Extremity Response 
# 11 2012, Sept. 
N=12, Willis’ Cognitive interviewing 
Likert scale evaluation: from agreement to 
frequencies 
Article in Elsevier Procedia Social and Behavioral 
Sciences (2012): Consciousness Quotient Inventory 
Improvement: Qualitative Study Using Cognitive 
Interviewing Approach. 
Changed Likert scale to frequencies; Changed all items to 
be behavioural 
# 12 2012, Oct. N=120, paper-pencil Updated 8 items and life situations/conscious behaviours 
# 13 2012, Dec. N=102, paper-pencil 
All the reversed items removed 
Other 12 items removed 
Item 24 moved from spiritual to cognitive scale 
Statistical analysis; New items for the Lie Scale 
Table 4. CQ-i 2013 – Pre-release – Validation Studies & Explorations (2013-2015) 
Study No. When Population, Scientific Activities Results, Decisions 
# 14 2013, Jan.-Feb.
Same population profile as in study #9 
Exploratory concurrent validity 
CPI (N=39), EQ-I (N=45), NEO PI-R (N=47), 
MSCEIT (N=45), GAMA (39) 
Concurrent validity 
Statistical analysis 
CQ-i v.2013 released 
CQ-i v.2013 available online starting March, 2013 
The distribution analysis (Study # 13, Dec. 2012) indicates normal distributions along all dimensions (Table 5). 
The distribution of the total score is symmetrical (Skewness = -.396; Skewness SE = .244) but peaked, so we can 
consider it to be leptokurtic (Kurtosis = 1.795; Kurtosis SE = .483). In relation to the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for 
normality (K-S(98) = .761; p = 609), we can consider this distribution to be normal. 
Table 5. Distribution of Scores Along Factors (Study #13, 2012), N=102 
Factor Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
Physical CQ 24.28 3.16 .016 (.241) -.148 (.478) .87 (p=.435) 
Emotional CQ 26.93 3.19 -.025 (.239) .825 (.474) 1.12 (p=.163) 
Cognitive CQ 25.13 4.01 -.126 (.239) .594 (.474) 1.06 (p=.206) 
Spiritual CQ 38.8 6.82 -.239 (.241) .875 (.478) .895 (p=.399) 
Social CQ 29.02 5.10 .139 (.239) .72 (.474) 1.09 (p=.181) 
Self CQ 36.46 6.41 -.08 (.239) .565 (.474) .626 (p=.828) 
Total CQ 159.02 26.44 -.39 (.244) 1.79 (.483) .761 (.609) 
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The reliability analysis (Cronbach's alpha) that was realized during study #13 concluded that the CQ-i has good 
internal consistency for the total score (.927). The split-half analysis (part1–32 items, part 2-32 items) also showed a 
good reliability: Alpha(1)=0.830; Alpha(2)=0.864; Spearman-Brown=0.879. Guttman split-half coefficient has the 
same value as Spearman-Brown.  
The preliminary validation studies realized during study #14 included explorations of its concurrent and 
incremental validity using inventories such as CPI, EQ-i, NEO PI-R, GAMA and MSCEIT. CQ was analysed in 
relation to other variables, such as emotional intelligence, IQ and personality traits. The results showed that the CQ, 
as measured with CQ-i beta v.2013, does not correlate with Emotional Quotient (EQ) - either as a trait or skill 
measured with EQ-i and MSCEIT. 
Only a few significant correlations of the CQ and some dimensions of EQ-i and MSCEIT have been observed: 
the CQ was found to be significantly positively correlated with the Intrapersonal Scale (RA) (r = . 311, p < .01) and 
the General Mood Scale (GM) (r = .326, p < .05) from EQ-I. CQ [Physical] was found to be significantly positively 
correlated with Perceiving Emotion (r = .390, p < .05) from MSCEIT. The exploration of the CQ and personality 
traits using CPI and NEO PI-R revealed a few significant correlations. CQ was found to be significantly positively 
correlated with Law Enforcement Orientation (Leo) (r = .451, p < .01), Openness (O) (r = .469, p < .01), 
Conscientiousness (C) (r = .407, p < .01), Warmth (E1) (r = .406, p < .01) and Achievement Striving (C4) (r = .367, 
p < .05), and negatively correlated with Activity ( E4 ) (r = .-359, p < .05) and Self-Discipline (C5) (r = . 394, p < 
.01).  
These analyses are to be considered to be just exploratory data due to the small size of the sample used for the 
correlations. Further statistical analysis will be undertaken in the next stages of development. 
3. Discussion 
The Consciousness Quotient Inventory represents a new perspective of the measurement of the conscious 
experience. Although some of the psychological tests already in use include some aspects of the conscious 
experience, the CQ-i explicitly introduces consciousness as a descriptor of the human psyche, to be used in the 
psychological assessment.  
During the preliminary development of the CQ-i, one of the issues that we encountered was the need for an 
operational definition of the conscious experience. There seems to be no consensus in the scientific community 
regarding the terminology and the psychological descriptors of the conscious experience. Our effort was to create a 
list of psychological traits and abilities that influence or correlate with the conscious experience, and to create valid 
and reliable items for all the traits and abilities. Their organization in the CQ factor model is still a work in progress, 
because for many traits we introduced we could not find any previous studies.   
Another issue was the reductionism bias: how to translate such a complex subjective experience of being 
conscious into an easy-to-understand behavior. One of the main assumptions of the CQ-i is that individuals have 
different levels of development. As a result, a habit of a highly conscious person may look strange or hard to 
understand by a person with a lower CQ (e.g. when meeting with friends, some people prefer to discuss facts, other 
people prefer to discuss ideas). A real help on this issue was provided by the cognitive interviewing methodology, 
which offered us valuable data regarding a better construction of the items. 
A methodological question is to be explored in the following studies: is the CQ a personality trait or an ability 
with predictive power? The Emotional Quotient - a similar concept - seems to leave this question unresolved, even 
after extensive studies (Brannick et al., 2009). Different tests that are supposed to measure Emotional Intelligence 
do not measure the same thing; the ability measure (MSCEIT) was not correlated with personality, but the trait 
measure (EQ-i) was correlated with personality. 
The preliminary incremental validity of the CQ-i, explored using MSCEIT, EQ-i, CPI and NEO PI-R showed no 
correlation between many components of the CQ and the psychological traits and abilities already measured by 
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these assessment instruments. It is expected that the CQ-i will be useful for evaluating personal development or else 
in psychotherapy when evaluating the progress of a client. Other areas include leadership, employee satisfaction, 
digital interactions, the arts, medicine and the efficacy of religious techniques.  
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